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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

William J. Murphy, Esquire

Concr B. O'Croinin, Esquire

36 South Charle St APR 3.8 200
Suite 1400

Baltimere, Marylund 21201-3109

RE: MUR 6223
Edward St. John, et al.

Dear Messrs. Murphy and O'Croinin:

On October 26, 2009, the Federal Election Commission notified your clients, Edward St.
John, St. John Properties, Inc., Lawrence Maykrantz, Robert Becker, Jeffrey Gish, Stanley
Meros, H. Richard Williamson, and Gerard Wit of a complaint alleging violations of certain
sections of the Fuderdl Election Campaign Act of 1971, us amsatiud ("tie Act™). A wopy of the
compinint was forwanind te your cliouss at timt timse.

Upon fatther reviow of the slegations centained in the camplaint, anti infiwosataom
suppliad by your clients, the Commiasion, oa April 13, 2019, found that there is reason to believe
Edward St. John, St. John Properties, Inc., Lawrence Maykrantz, Robert Becker, Jeffrey Gish,
Stanley Meros, H. Richard Williamson, and Gerard Wit violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and 441f,
provisions of the Act. The Factual and Legal Analyses, which formed a basis for the
Commission's findings, are attached for your information.

You mmy submit any firctual er leuil mmerials thex you beliswe arc relevant to the
Castinissivn's sonyicleantion of this rmmtten. Pleass submit suuh materials to i General
Connel's Office within 15 daps of resieistt of this istter. 'Whare appropriate, statements should be
submitted under oath. In the absence of additional information, the Commission may find
probable cause to believs that violations hawe ocoarred and proosad with emecilistion.

If you are interested in pursuing gre-probable cause conciliation, you should so request in
writing. See 11 C.FR. § 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either proposing an agreement in.
settiement of the matter or reconimending declining that pre-probable cause cevciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable cause
conciliation mxi bs patered inte at shis tixon e timx it map commysizie it incesiigation nf the matier.
Further, the Cosmniissien will not entertain requests fos pre-prebabie eamre oonciliation afire
briefs an protuble ceise bave besa meiled to the neypezdent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely granted. Requests must be made in
writing at lems fixe days nrierto ine Gue date of the sspanse and apecific omd canss smst ba
demosstrated. In additéan, the Office of the Gesaral Counsel ardinrily will net give entensinns
beyond 20 days.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)4)(B) and
437g(a)(12)A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that your clients wish the matter to
be made public.

If you fave any questions, please contact Kamau Philbert or Margaret Ritzert, the
attorneys assigned to this matter, at (202) 694-1650.

On behalf of the Commission,

Matthew S. Petersen
Chairman

Enclosures

Factual and Legal Analyses
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENTS: Edward St. John MUR: 6223
St. Jeha Properties, Ins.

L  INTRODUCTION

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by Melanie Sloan, Ann Weismann, and
Citizens for Responsibility axd Ethics in Washington. See 2 U.S.C. § 437(g)(a)(1). The
available information indicates thnt Edwsxd St. John opusented to reimbursing the contrihutions
of six St. Jolm Propexties, Inc. (“SJPI™) Seninr Yice Presidents using cerporate funds. The
reimbursements involved six individual $10,000 contributions the Vice ftaidentsmndetothe
Maryland Republican State Central Committee.

I.. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“the Act”), prohibits
corporations from making contributions from their general treasury funds in connection with any
election of any candidate for federal office. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). It is also unlawful for any
officer or director of any corporation to consent to any contribution by the corporation. Id.

The Act also psohibits a person from making a contribution in the nzme of another
pomnn, koaavingly permitting his mesve to be uaad to effect mich a contribution, or knewingly
accepting a contribution mede by one parson in the name of another. 2 US.C. § 441f. Tbe
Commission’s regulations further prohibit knowingly helping or assisting any person in making a
contribution in the name of another. 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1iii). Those regulations specifically
explain that attributing a contribution to one person, when another person is the actual source of
the fimds used for the contribution, is an example of making a contribution in the name of
another. See 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2)(i).
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A.  Factual Background

Edward St. John is the president and principal owner of SJPI, a privately-held real estate
development company based in Maryland. SJPI Response at 4. Commission records show that
Mr. St. John is an experienced political contributor, having made over $150,000 in contributions
to federal candidates and committees between 2000 and 2006, some of which were at the
maximur legal contributic:: limit to thows cummistees &t the time. SJPI is also affiliated with,
and may effactively centrol, several limited lishility compemics and pastnarships, inolwiling
Rivesside Technology Park LLC and BWI Technelogy LLC. SIPI Respanse at 4-5. SJPI's
Cantroller, Lori H. Rice, routinely monitored and recorded the political cantributions of the
company's executives and affiliated companies to avoid exceeding state or federal contribution
limits, Ms. Rice Affidavit { 5.

_ During the 2006 election cycle, Mr. St. John recruited SJPI's senior officers to make
political contributions in support of Michael Steele’s campaign for U.S. Senate. SJPI Response
at 6-7. SJPI's six Senior Vice Presidents - Lawrence Maykrantz, Robert Becker, Jeffrey Gish,
Stanley Meros, H. Richard Williamson, and Qerard ‘Wit ("t Vice Presidents”) - responded with
contributices. On Decombar 30, 2005, SJP] affiliates, Rivorside Techuology Pask LLC and BWI
Teshnelegy LLC, each made & $2,500 contribusion to Steele fm Marylami, Ine, (“the Sweele
Comueittee™) that were appartioned lkeetwoen primary and geperal elections. SJPI Ragponae at S.
Pursuant to the Commission’s regulations for LLC contributions, the Stecle Committee also
attributed the LLC contributions to eight specified members — Mr. St. John, the Vice Presidents,
and an additional SJPI senior executive. See 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(g). Accordingly, two primary
election contributions in the amount of $262.50 and two general election contributions in the
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amount of $50 were attributed to each of eight individual members. It does not appear that any
of the LLC contributions were reimbursed.

In October 2006, the Vice Presidents each made individual $10,000 contributions to the
Maryland Republican State Central Committee ("MRSCC™).! In February 2007, Mr. St. John
directed 35PI's Comtroller to include each of #ie Vice Presidents’ $10,000 corftributions to
MRSCC as a facter in calculwling their yoar-snd bormses. The total bunuses were thon “grossed
up” to mccoumt for appmopriste state amd federal income teixes. Gach af the Vice Preaistents repaid
to SJIPI tha reimbursemeats of their §10,000 MRSCC contributians in Novamiber 2007 during a
pending investigation by Maryland State Prosesatar’s Office regarding contributions that SJPI-
affiliated companics made to state and local candidates. SJPI's Response at 9-10.

B. Analysis

The available information shows that Mr. St. John admittedly directed the
reimbursements. Mr. St. John recruited the senior executives to meke their $10,000 MRSCC
contributions with the expectation of reimbursement He appears to have directed SJPI's
Controller, Ms. Rice, to record the contributions and then directed her to reimburse the
contridutions with SJPI funds through vath Vice Preshiest’s 2007 year-ond bonus, While all of
the Viec Prasidents wese prior political centribusars, aane basl made 2 psinr centribution graates
than $2,000, with mest ranging betwsen $250 and $1,000. The fact that the reimbursements

! Commission records show that Mr, St. John also made a similar $10,000 contribution to MRSCC that was
adstaesed neithys in the momplaiat ner in the RIPI joint resporise.

2 The complaint was based on evidence of similar reimbursements cited in a Maryland State Prosecutor’s press
release of a settlement with Mr. St. John for reimbursing the officers’ contributions to a state and a local candidate
with SJPI's funds. In the settlement that was publicized on June 13, 2008, Mr. St. John admitted to civil violations
for the reimbursements, agreed to puy & $56,000 fins, and denated another $55,000 ts a skeritsble ergauization. The
Maryland Sixta Prosecctor’s press relsase specifically concl:xdad that the Vice Presidents fully expected
reimbursement of their state campaign contributions.
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Factual and Legal Analysis
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were made several months after the contributions does not undermine that the contributions
were, in fact, reimbursed. Further, that the reimbursements were repaid to the company by the
Vice Presidents does not negate the violations, particularly in this instance where the repayments
were influenced by an impending state investigation. Reversing the transaction is akin to
returning an illegal contribution; while it does constitute mitigating corrective action, it does not
crase the violation.! As a result of the reimbureezments, SXPI becarae the trac sswee of eath Vice
Presidont’s MRSCC aontributian, arzi M. 5it. Jchn caneented to the reimbumsemesis and helped
or assisted in making contributions in the name of anothesr, in vinlation of sactions 441b(a) and
441f of the Act.

In sum, the available information indicates that Mr. St. John and SJPI made the
reimbursements. Therefore, there is reason to believe Mr. St. John and St. John Properties, Inc
violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and 441f.

C.  Possible Knowing and Willful Violations

The Act addresses violations of law that are knowing and willful. See 2 U.S.C.

§§ 437g(a)(SXB) and 437g(d). The kmewing and willful sandard requires knowledge that one is
violating the law. Federal Biuction Comamissian v. John A. Drumwsi for Comgess Conemittee,
640 F. Supp. 985, 987 (D. N.J. 1986). A knowing xnd willful violation may be astablis)ied “by
prous that the defendant acted delibenataly and with kmewledge that the represzatation was

3 The Commission has previously found violations of 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and 441f where employees’
contributions were later reimisursed thaoisth year-end company bonums. Sse, e.g., MUR 5357 (Centsx Corporation)
Commission Certificarion dated September 12, 2003 (Commission found reason to beliove and Iater vonciliated
violations in which the company and its CEO violated §§ 441b(a) and 441 where employees sent copics of
contribution checks o company officers, and their contributions were reimbursed in year-end bonuses).

¢ See, g, MUR 5643 (Carter’s, iac) Commiasion Cestifiention dated Janusry 25, 2005 (Commisaian Sand reason
to believe 53 to corperation and corpoeate efficar who reimbursed cantributions with corporate funds though the
conduits had repaid the reimbursements prior to the compaay filing a sua snomis submission); MUR 5357 (Centex
Corporation) Commission Certification dated Septembsr 12, 2003 (same).




1104430629817

N N U A

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

MUR 6223 (Edward St. John/SJPI)

Factual and Legal Analysis

Page §

false.” United States v. Hopkins, 916 F.2d 207, 214 (5* Cir. 1990). Evidence does not have to
show that the defendant had a specific knowledge of the regulations; an inference of a knowing
and willful act may be drawn from the defendant’s scheme to disguise the source of funds used
in illegal activities. /d. at 213-15.

The information presented raises the question of whether Mr. St. John and SJPI
reimbursed conafbutions in knowing and witiful violatisn of the léw. M. St. John is e=
expaxisuned politisal anntribumter, Tho level sind extert of Mr. St. John’s prior conteibmtions
(same of which were at the lawial maximum imits), and the fact that tha Vice.Presidents’
$10,000 contributions were all at the maximum legal limit to a state party committee, suggest
that Mr. St. John (and SJPI) had specific knowledge of the Act’s contribution limits. In addition,
though two SJPI affiliate LLCs made contributions (to the Steele Committee), it does not appear
that SJPI attempted to make any contributions directly with corporate funds, indicating at least
some level of awareness of the prohibitions on corporate contributions. The fact that the
reimbursements were not publicly identified as such, but were labeled only as being part of
bonuses, could be viewed as an attezrpt to conceal the fixct that reimbursements had been made.
Acverdihgly, there is information in the curverit record which could be vievrel as suggesting that
the visiations wen: knowing ad wiliful, snd an ismstigation it nceded to resolee this issue.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENT: Lawrence Maykrantz MUR: 6223

L X ODUCTION

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by Melanie Sloan, Ann Weismann, and
Citizens for Responsibility ad Ethtics in Washington. See 2 U.S.C. § 437(g)(a)(1). The
aviilable infeamation indioates thet Lawsance Maykrentz pesmitted his mame to be used to make
corporate contributions in the name of another and consented to the making of corporate
contributions. Specifically, Lawrence Maykrantz received reimbursement (through his year end
bonus) of the $10,000 contribution he made to the Maryland Republican State Central
Committee (“MRSCC").

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“the Act”), prohibits
corporations from making contributions from their general treasury funds in connection with any
election of any canddate for federal effice. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). It is also unlawful for amy
officos or dixxtor of amy carpomtisn t0 coasent to any esntritmition by the corpomstion. Jd.

The Aat alsa peohilits @ perasn from making a contribation in the name of anethar
person, and fwm knowingly premitting his mama to be wsed to effect mich a contribution.
2USC. § 41f. The Commission’s regulations specifigally explain that attributing a
contribution to one person, when another person is the actual source of the funds used for the
contribution, is an example of making a contribution in the name of another. See 11 CF.R.

§ 110.4(b)2)(i).
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Lawrence Maykrantz is a Senior Vice President of St. John Properties, Inc., (“SIPI") a
privately-held real estate development company based in Maryland. SJPI Response at 4. During
the 2006 election cycle, Edward St. John, president and principal owner of SIP], recruited
Lawrence Maykrantz and other senior executives to make political contributions in support of
Michael Steele’s campaign for U.S. Senate. SJPI Respunse at 6-7. SJPI's Controller, Lori H.
Rice, routinely nionitored and recorded the political contributions of SJPI's senior executivey
and affiliated sompaniss to awnid exazeding state or federal contritnition limits. Ms. Rioe

Affidavit | 5.

In October 2006, Lawrence Maykrantz made a $10,000 contribution to the MRSCC along
with other senior executives in response to Mr. St. John's requests. SJPI Response at 6-7. In
February 2007, Mr. St. John directed Ms. Rice, to include Lawrence Maykrantz’s $10,000
contribution to MRSCC, as a factor in calculating his year-end bonus. The total bonus was then
“grossed up” to account for appropriate state and federal income taxes. Lawrence Maykrantz
repaid to SJPI the reimbursements of his $10,000 MRSCC contribution in November 2007
during a pending investigation by the Maryland State Prosecutor’s Office regarding contributions
SJPl-af#fliated companies madé to Maryland state and lecal carididanes. SJPI's Response at 9-
10.

Lawrence Maykrantz was reimbursed for his $10,000 contribution to MRSCC, and the
available information suggests that he expected the reimbursement.! While Lawrence Maykrantz
and other senior Vice Presidents contributors were prior political contributors, none had made &
prior federal contribution greater than $2,000, with most ranging between $250 and $1,000.

! Lawrence Maykrantz and other senior Vice Presidents were also reimbursed with corporate funds for
contriialons they made to a state and a local cesdidate. In a civil settioment with Mr. St. Jeka that was publicirad
in a press release on June 13, 2008, Maryland State Prosecutor’s specifically concluded that the SJPI senior Vice
President contributors fully expected reimbursement of their state campaign contributions.
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Furthermore, the fact that the reimbursement was made several months after the contribution
does not undermine that the contribution was, in fact, reimbursed.? Finally, that the
reimbursement was repaid to the company by Lawrence Maykrantz does not negate the violation,
particularly in this instance where the repayment was influenced by an impending state
investigation. Reversing the transaction is akin to returning an illegal contribution; while it does
constitwte witigating comective estion, it does not erase the violation.” As a result of the
reimbumements, SJPI became the trse Seamee of Lonrence Meylersmtz’n MRSCC contritution,
and Lawrence Maykrantz knowingly permitted his name to be used to effect a conmibution in the
name of another, in violation of section 441f of the Act.

Based on his corporate position, Lawrence Maykrantz is a senior officer of SJPI.
Lawrence Maykrantz also has a prior history of making political contributions. By accepting
reimbursement from SJPI for his $10,000 contribution, Lawrence Maykrantz consented to the
making of a corporate contribution through the reimbursement in violation of 2 U.S.C.

§§ 441b(a). See MUR 5818 (Fieger) (Commission found probable cause to believe that a partner
who was Secretary/Tréasurer of a law firm violsed §§ 441b(a) and 441f) Commission
Certification @ated Amgust 26, 2009; see almo MUR 5765 (Crop Produstine Swrvices, Inc.)
(Commiszion fowmd resson to belicve that a Vice Prosideat, three munngrrs, 2ad two of their

? The Commission has previously found violations of 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(s) and 441 where employees’
contributions were later reimbursed through year-end company bonuses. Ses, ¢.g., mm5351(0mcorpomlon)
Commission Certification dated September 12, 2003 (Commission found reason to believe and lster conciliated
violations in which the company and its CEO violated §§ 441b(s) and 4411 where employees sent copies of
contribution checks to company officers, and their contributions were reimbursed in yesr-end bonuses).

3 See, 0., MIR 5643 (Carter's, iac) Commission Certification dated Janmary 26, 2005 (Cemmission found reason
to believe as tn corporation and corporate officer who reimbursed contributitns with corporate funds thangh the
conduits had repaid the reimbursements prior to the compauy filing & 2ua sponte submission); MUR 5357 (Centex
Corporstion) Commission Certification dated September 12, 2003 (same).
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spouses violated § 441f as conduits, and conciliated with the Vice President and managers but
took no further action regarding the spouses).

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Lawrence Maykrantz violated 2 U.S.C.
§§ 441b(a) and 441£*

4" On December 30, 2005, Lawrence Maykrantz also made a total of $613 in the form of two contributions of
$312.50 in contributions to Steele for Maryland, Inc. that were attributed to him as a partner of two SJP1 affiliates -
Riverside Technology Park LLC and BWI Technology LLC. However, those contributions were made with funds
from the respective partnerships and do not appear to have been reimbursed.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENT:  Robert Becker MUR: 6223

L

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by Melanie Sloan, Ann Weismann, and
Citizens for Resporzeibility amd Ethics in Wauhingten, See 2 U.S.C. § 437(g)a)(1). The
availabke information indizatus that Robart Berker pesmitied his same to be used to make
corporate corfributio: in the name of anathes and consented to the making of corporate
contributions. Specifically, Robert Becker received reimbursement (through his year end bonus)
of the $10,000 contribution he made to the Maryland Republican State Central Committee
(“MRSCC").

I. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“the Act™), prohibits
corporations from making contributions from their general treasury funds in connection with any
election of any candidate for federal office. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). It is also unlawful for any
officos or dinoutos of armr csvpmratian (o consnt torany oontribation by the corpomxtion. fid.

The Act alsa prikibits a peraon from meking a contributinn i the name of anotiier
pesson, and fonm knowingly permitting his aame to be used to effect mich a contribution.
2US.C. § 441f. The Commission’s regulations specifically explain that attributing a
contribution to one person, when another person is the actual source of the funds used for the
contribution, is an example of making a contribution in the name of another. See 11 C.F.R.

§ 110.4(b)(2)ii).
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Robert Becker is a Senior Vice President of St. John Properties, Inc., (“SJPI") a privately-
held real estate development company based in Maryland. SJPI Response at 4. During the 2006
election cycle, Edward St. John, president and principal owner of SJPI, recruited Robert Becker
and other senior executives to make political contributions in support of Michael Steele’s
campaign for U.S. Senate. SJPI Response at 6-7. SJPi’s Controller, Lori H. Rice, routinely
monitored &nd recortled the= political contribativms of SJPI's senior ex=cutives and affiliated
cosmyarilcs to avoid exceoding atate or fedemt comtribution limits. Ms. Rics Affidavit § 5.

In October 2006, Robert Becker made a $10,000 contsibution to the MRSCC slong with
other senior executives in respanss to Mr. St. John’s requests. SJPI Response at 6-7. In
February 2007, Mr. St. John directed Ms. Rice, to include Robert Becker's $10,000 contribution
to MRSCC, as a factor in calculating his year-end bonus. The total bonus was then “grossed up”
to account for appropriate state and federal income taxes. Robert Becker repaid to SJPI the
reimbursements of his $10,000 MRSCC contribution in November 2007 during a pending
investigation by the Maryland State Prosecutor’s Office regarding contributions SJPI-affiliated
companies made to Maryland state and local candidates. SJPI's Response at 9-10.

Robert Becker was reimbursed for his §10,000 contributism to MRSCC, and the svailable
infiwmatien suggests that he expectrd the reimbarsement.’ While Robest Buckor sed other
senior Vice Pmsidents contributors wane prior political cominibuters, wone had made a prior
federal contribution greater than $2,000, with most ranging between $250 and $4,000.
Furthermore, the fact that the reimbursement was made several months after the contribution

' Robert Becker and other senior Vice Presidents were also reimbursed with corporate funds for contributions they
made t0 & state apd a local candidate. In a civil settlament with Mr. St. Jsbn that was publicized in a press telease on
June 13, 2008, Maryiand State Prosecutor’s specifically concluded that the SJFI senior Vice President contributors

fully expected reimbursement of their state campaign contributions.
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does not undermine that the contribution was, in fact, reimbursed.? Finally, that the

reimbursement was repaid to the company by Robert Becker does not negate the violation,
particularly in this instance where the repayment was influenced by an impending state
investigation. Reversing the transaction is akin to returning an illegal contribution; while it does
constitute mitigating corrective action, it does not erase the violation. As a result of the
relmbu=evments, SJP1 beoame the true seurce of Robext Bucker’s MRSCC ountribution, amd
Rebeat Banker hmewingly peroaitted his meme $0 be used to effect a contribution in the name of
another, in violation of sectian 441f of e Act.

Based on his corporate position, Robert Becker is a senior officer of SJP1. Robert Becker
also has a prior history of making political contributions. By accepting reimbursement from
SJPI for his $10,000 contribution, Robert Becker consented to the making of a corporate
contribution through the reimbursement in violation of 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a). See MUR 5818
(Fieger) (Commission found probable cause to believe that a partner who was
Secretary/Treasurer of a law firm violated §§ 441b(a) and 441f) Commission Certification dated
August 26, 2009; see also MUR 5765 (CropProduction Services, Inc.) (Commission found
ressoa to believe thit a Vice President, thewo managers, and two of their spouses vielsled § 441
as camduits, and conciliated withutiss Vice President antd managers but toak no furtithr antise
regarding the spousas).

2 The Commission has previously found violations of 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(s) and 441f where employees’
contribwsions ware later raiminrsed through year-end company bonuses. See, e.g, MUR 5357 (Centex Corporation)
Commission Certification dated September 12, 2003 (Commission found reason to believe and later conciliated
violations in which the company and its CEO violated §§ 441b(a) and 441f where employees sent copies of
contribution checks to company officers, and their contributions were reimbursed in year-end bonuses).

3 Ses, e.g., MUR 5643 (Carter's, Inc) Commission Qextification dated Jammry 25, 2005 (Conemissien fownd mason
to bellewe as to corporation axyd casporate officer who reimbesrsed contributiors with corporate funds thomgh the
conduits ked repaid the reimbursements priar to the compgay filing a sua sponte submission); MLIR 5357 (Centex
Corporation) Commission Certification dated September 12, 2003 (same).
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1 Therefore, there is reason to believe that Robert Becker violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and

2 441ft

¢ On December 30, 2005, Robert Becker also made a total of $613 in the form of two contributions of $312.50 in
contributions to Steele for Maryland, Inc. that were sttributed to him as a partner of two SJP] affiliates - Riverside
Technology Park LLC and BWI Technology LLC. However, those contributions were made with funds from the
respective partnerships and do not appear to have been reimbursed.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENT: Jeffrey Gish MUR: 6223

L I OD! N

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by Melanie Sloan, Ann Weismann, and
Citizens for Resporsfbility and Ethics in Washington. See 2 U.S.C. § 437(g)a)(1). The
available information indicates that Jeffrey Gish pexmitiesd his name to be used to maks eorperate
contributions in the name of anotier end conasnted ta the making of corpocate contributions,
Specifically, Jeffrey Gish received reimbursement (through his year end bonus) of the $10,000
contribution he made to the Maryland Republican State Central Committee (“MRSCC”).

IL  FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“the Act”), prohibits
corporations from making contributions from their general treasury funds in connection with any
election of any candidate for federal office. Z U.S.C. § 441b(a). It is also unlawful for any
officer or diseotor of any corporation to consent to any confifberion by tlle corporation. Id.

Tisz An alsw prohibits a person from making a centsibution in the naiuse of anvther
peason, and ffom knmxingly pesmiting kis ssme to be weed to efifect sueh a cantribetinn,
2U.S.C. § 441f. Tix Comminsian’s regulations spesificaily sgplain that attributing a
contribution to one person, when anothor person is the actual source of the funds used for the
contribution, is an example of making a contribution in the name of another. See 11 C.F.R.

§ 110.4(b)(2)(ii).

Jeffrey Gish is a Senior Vice President of St. John Properties, Inc., (“SJPI”) a privately-

held real estate development company based in Maryland. SJPI Response at 4. During the 2006
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election cycle, Edward St. John, president and principal owner of SJPI, recruited Jeffrey Gish
and other senior executives to make political contributions in support of Michael Steele’s
campaign for U.S. Senate. SJPI Response at 6-7. SJPI's Controller, Lori H. Rice, routinely
monitored and recorded the political contributions of SJPI's senior executives and affiliated
companies to avoid exceeding state or federal contribution limits. Ms. Rice Affidavit § 5.

In Ocsober 2008, Jeffrey Gish mude a $10,000 omtribution to ¥z MRSCC afeng with
other senior exccutives in respenss to Mr. St. John's requists. SIPI Response at 6-7. In
Fabswery 2007, Mr. St. Jokn directed Ms. Rice, to inobude Jeffrey Gish's $10,000 contribution to
MRSCC, as a factor in calculating his year-end bonus. The tatal bonus was then “grossed up” to
account for appropriate state and federal income taxes. Jeffrey Gish repaid to SJPI the
reimbursements of his $10,000 MRSCC contribution in November 2007 during a pending
investigation by the Maryland State Prosecutor’s Office regarding contributions SJPI-affiliated
companies made to Maryland state and local candidates. SJPI's Response at 9-10.

Jeffrey Gish was reimbursed for his $10,000 contribution to MRSCC, and the available
information suggests that he wxpected the reimbursement.! While Jeffrey Gish and other senior
Vice Presidents contributors were prier politieal contributters, none had r:ade a prior federal
contributionm grester tasn $2,000, vaith most ranging iettesn $250 and $1,000. Furtheisanee, the
fact that the reimbuzaament was mads: sevaal months afies the contributian does not undernene

~

! Jeffrey Gish and other senior Vice Presidents were also reimbursed with corporate fimds for contributions they
mads to a state and a local candidate. In a civil settlement with Mr. St. John that was publicized in a press release on
June 13, 2008, Maryland State Prosecutor’s specifically concluded that the SIPI seaior Vice President contributors
memdmmmm
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that the contribution was, in fact, reimbursed. Finally, that the reimbursement was repaid to the
company by Jeffrey Gish does not negate the violation, particularly in this instance where the
repayment was influenced by an impending state investigation. Reversing the transaction is akin
to retumning an illegal contribution; while it does constitute mitigating corrective action, it does
not erase the violation.” As a result of the reimbursements, SJP1 became the true source of
Jeffrey Gish’s MRSCC eontribution, and Feffrey Gish kmowingly sermitted his mems to be used
to effedt a contribution in the same of amother, in vielation of seztion 441f of m Aat.

Based on his corporate pasition, Jeffray Gish is @ sonior officar of SIPI. Jeffrey Qish alao
has a prior history of making political contributions. By accepting reimbursement from SJPI far
his $10,000 contribution, Jeffrey Gish consented to the making of a corporate contribution
through the reimbursement in violation of 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a). See MUR 5818 (Fieger)
(Commission found probable cause to believe that a partner who was Secretary/Treasurer of a
law firm violated §§ 441b(a) and 441f) Commission Certification dated August 26, 2009; see
also MUR 5765 (Crop Production Services, Inc.) (Commission found reason to believe that a
Vice President, three mmnagers, and two of their spouses violated § 441f as conduits, and
conciliated with the Vice President ami msnagess but took na fusther action regarding the

spouses).

2 The Commission has previously found violations of 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and 441f where employees’
contributions were Iater reimbursed through year-end company bonuses. See, ¢.g., MUR 5357 (Centex Corporation)
Commission Certification dated September 12, 2003 (Commission found reason to belicve and Iater conciliated
violations in which the company and its CEO violated §§ 441b(a) and 4411 where employces sent copies of
contribution checks to company officers, and their contributions were reimbursed in year-end boruses).

3 Ses, e.g., MaR 5643 (Center’s, Inc) Conunission Cestification dated January 25, 3005 (Cossnissisn found ason
o balisve as to corperation and corporate officer who reimbwrsed contributiore with carporate funds though the
conduits had repaid the reimbursements ®© the compeny filing & sua sponve submission); MUR 5357 (Centex
Corporation) Commission Certification September 12, 2003 (same).
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1 Therefore, there is reason to believe that Jeffrey Gish violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(s) and
2 441f!

4 On December 30, 2005, Jeffrey Gish also made a total of $613 in the form of two contributions of $312.50 in
contributions to Steele for Maryland, Inc. that were attributed to him as a partner of two SIPI affiliates - Riverside
Technology Park LLC and BWI Technology LLC. However, those contributions were made with fimds from the -

respective partnerships and do not appear to have been reimbursed.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENT: Stanley Meros MUR: 6223

L INTRODUCTION

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by Melanie Sloan, Ann Weismann, and
Citizens for Responwibility and Ethics in Washington. See 2 U.S.C. § 437(g)Xa)1). The
awsilable infosmation indicxtes that Staniey Meros permsitted his name to be used to maks
corpotnte conteibutions in the name of anather and consented to the making of corporate
contributions. Specifically, Stanley Meros seceived reimbursement (through his year end bonus)
of the $10,000 contribution he made to the Maryland Republican State Central Committee
(“MRSCC").
I..  FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“the Act”), prohibits
corporations from making contributions from their general treasury funds in connection with any
election of any candidate for federal office. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). It is also unlawful for any
oficer or director of amy cormoration to consont to' any contrilnition by tlie corporation. /d.

The Aci nlsa peohibits a person from making a cenwibution in the name af anether
persan, and firom knowingly permitting his mame to be uaed to effect such a contributien.
2 US.C. § 441f. The Commission’s regulations specifically explain that attributing a
contribution to one person, when another person is the actual source of the funds used for the
contribution, is an example of making a contribution in the name of another, See 11 C.F.R.
§ 110.4())H).
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Stanley Meros is a Senior Vice President of St. John Properties, Inc., (“SJPI”) a privately-
held real estate development company based in Maryland. SJPI Response at 4. During the 2006
election cycle, Edward St. John, president and principal owner of SIPI, recruited Stanley Meros
and other senior executives to make political contributions in support of Michael Steele’s
campaign for U.S. Sendte. SJPI Response at 6-7. SJPI's Controller, Lori H. Rice, routinely
monitared and recorded th= pelitical cotitributiens of SJPI’s senior em=cutives and affiliated
campanies to avoid exoseding siate or fedemal contribution limits. Ms.llimnmda\_riﬁ 5.

In Qetober 2006, Stealey Meres made a $10,000 contribution to the MRSCC along with
other senior executives in respense to Mr. St. John's requests. SJPI Response at 6-7. In
February 2007, Mr. St. John directed Ms. Rice, to include Stanley Meros’s $10,000 contribution
to MRSCGC, as a factor in calculating his year-end bonus. The total bonus was then “grossed up”
to account for appropriate state and federal income taxes. Stanley Meros repaid to SJPI the
reimbursements of his $10,000 MRSCC contribution in November 2007 during a pending
investigation by the Maryland State Prosecutor’s Office regarding contributions SJPI-affiliated
companies made to Maryland state and local candidates. SJPT's Response at 9-10.

Stanbe Meros was reimbarsed = his 19,000 eontribation to MRSCC, and the awailable
infiornemibes si1ggnsts that he expested the seimbureement.’! While Stanley Meoses asd other
senior Vice Presidemts comtributars were prior political eontributass, nooe had made e prior
federal contribution greater then $2,000, with most ranging between $250 and $1,000.
Furthermore, the fact that the reimbursement was made several months after the contribution

! Stanley Meros and other senior Vice Presidents were also reimbursed with corporate funds for contributions they
made to a state and a local candidate. In a clvil settiement with Mr. St. Jobn that was puhlicizad in a press release sn
June 13, 2008, Maryland State Prosecutor’s specifically concluded that the SJI-I senior Vice President contributors
mwm«mwmmm
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does not undermine that the contribution was, in fact, reimbursed.’ Finally, that the
reimbursement was repaid to the company by Stanley Meros does not negate the violation,
particularly in this instance where the repayment was influenced by an impending state
investigation. Reversing the transaction is akin to returning an illegal contribution; while it does
constitute mitigating corrective action, it does not erase the violation.® As a result of the
relmbarsements, SJF becaee the true source ef Stznley Meres’s MRSCC contributien, end
Staviey hiswos kmowingly pesmittes] hie nanee %0 ke nied to affect a sontribution in the nasme of
another, in violation of section 441f of the Act.

Based or: his corposate position, Stanley Meros is a senior officer of SJPL. Stanley Meros
also has a prior history of making political contributions. By accepting reimbursement from
SJPI for his $10,000 contribution, Stanley Meros consented to the making of a corporate
contribution through the reimbursement in violation of 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a). See MUR 5818
(Fieger) (Commission found probable cause to believe that a partner who was
Secretary/Treasurer of a law firm violated §§ 441b(a) and 441f) Commission Certification dated
August 28, 2009; see also MUR 5765 (Crop Production Services, Inc.) (Commission found
resmon B beliewe thit & Vice President, three mxunggers, and tiwe of their spouses violatud § 4411
as canduits, and concilisted waithithe Vice President and managers bat toak no futher acticn
reganding the gpouste). |

? The Commission has previously found violations of 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and 4411 where employees®
conirdbxsionn wern Iater relmibxrsed through year-end company bonuses. Ses, ¢.g, MUR 5357 (Centex Corporation)
Commission Certification dated September 12, 2003 (Commission found reeson to believe and Iater conclliated
violations in which the company and its CEO violated §§ 441b(a) and 441f where employees sent copies of
contribution checks to company officers, and their contributions were reimbursed in year-end bonuses).

3 Ses, 0., MUR 5543 (Caster’s, inc) Commission Cemificszion dated Jammry 25, 30G5 (Gommission faund reason
to believe as to corporation and corporate officer who reimbursed contribwitions with corporate funds though the
conduits had repaid the reimbursements prior te the compmuy filing & sxa sponge submission); MUR 5357 (Centex
Corpomation) Commission Certification dated September 12, 2003 (same).
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1 Therefore, there is reason to belicve that Stanley Meros violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and

2 411t

4 On December 30, 2005, Stanisy Meros also made  total of $613 in the form of two contributions of $312.50 in
contributions to Steele for Maryland, Inc. that were attributed to him as a partner of two SIPI affilistes - Riverside
Technology Park LLC and BWI Technology LLC. However, those contributions were made with funds from the
respective partnerships and do not appear to have been reimbursed.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENT: H. Richard Williamson MUR: 6223

L D ON

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by Melanie Sloan, Ann Weismann, and
Citizens for Responsibility amd Ethics in Washington. See 2 U.S.C. § 437(g)(a)X(1). Tho
available informmation iedioztss that H. Richard Willixmton permitted his namu to be used to
meke awrparete contributions in the name of anntirer and eomsented to the making of corporste
contributions. Specifically, H. Richard Williamson received reimbursement (through his year
end bonus) of the $10,000 contribution he made to the Maryland Republican State Central
Committee (“MRSCC™).
. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“the Act™), prohibits
corporations from making contributions from their general treasury funds in connection with any
election of any cundidate for federal office. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). It is also unlawful for any
officer or dirvetor of any commration to conseat to any contribexion by #ie corporation. Id.

Ths Act alsa prohibits a peseen from making a cantsibution in the name of anothar

2US.C. § 41f. The Commigsion’s regulations specifically explain that attributing a
contribution to one person, when another person is the actual source of the funds used for the
contribution, is an example of making a contribution in the name of another. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 110.4()C2)(H).




11044302935

10
11
12
13
14
18
16
17
18
19

21

MUR 6223 (H. Richard Williamson)
Factual and Legal Analysis

H. Richard Williamson is a Senior Vice President of St. John Properties, Inc., (“SJPI”) a
privately-held real estate development company based in Maryland. SJPI Response at 4. During _
the 2006 election cycle, Edward St. John, president and principal owner of SJPI, recruited I
H. Richard Williamson and other senior executives to make political contributions in support of
Michael Steele’s campaign for U.S. Senate. SJPI Response at 6-7. SJPI's Controller, Lori
H. Rice, routizely menitored amd recorded thie political contributiors of SJPI’s senior executives
and affilixted eampanies to axoid excreding stute or fedenii quntribution Himits. Ms. Rice
ASSduvit§ 5.
In October 2006, H. Richard Williamson made a $10,000 contribution to the MRSCC
along with other senior executives in response to Mr. St. John’s requests. SJPI Response at 6-7.
In February 2007, Mr. St. John directed Ms. Rice, to include H. Richard Williamson's $10,000
contribution to MRSCC, as a factor in calculating his year-end bonus. The total bonus was then
“grossed up” to account for appropriate state and federal income taxes. H. Richard Williamson
repaid to SJPI the reimbursements of his $10,000 MRSCC contribution in November 2007
during a pending investigation by the Maryland State Prosecutor’s Oice regmding contributions
SIPL-affilisted companics made to Maryland state and local carididates. SJPI’s Response at 9- i
10.
H. Rirhard Willismzor wes seimbursed far his $10,080 rontributim to MRSCC, and the
available information suggests that he expected the reimbursement.! While H. Richard
Williamson and other senior Vice Presidents contributors were prior political contributors, none

had made a prior federal contribution greater than $2,000, with most ranging between $250 and i

! H. Richard Williamson and other senior Vice Presidents were also reimbursed with corporate funds for
contributions they made to a state and a local candidate. In a civil settioment with Mr. St. John that was publicized
in a press relosse on June 13, 2008, Maryland State Prosecutor’s specifically concluded that the SJPI senior Vice
mmmmmwmum&mmm
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$1,000. Furthermore, the fact that the reimbursement was made several months after the
contribution does not undermine that the contribution was, in fact, reimbursed.? Finally, that the

reimbursement was repaid to the company by H. Richard Williamson does not negate the
violation, particularly in this instance where the repayment was influenced by an impending state
investigation. Reversing the transaction is akin to retumning an illegal contribution; while it does
constitute mitigating cerremive aetion, it do=s not erape the viciation.! As u result of the
reisnknosements; SIP] became the teie scame af H. Richand Williamsin's MESCC centributian,
and H. Richasd Williamson knawingly permaitted his came sa be used to effect a contribution in
the name of another, in violation of section 441f of the Act.

Based on his corporate position, H. Richard Williamson is a senior officer of SJPI.
H. Richard Williamson also has a prior history of making political contributions. By accepting
reimbursement from SJPI for his $10,000 contribution, H. Richard Williamson consented to the
making of a corporate contribution through the reimbursement in violation of 2 U.S.C.
§6 441b(a). See MUR 5818 (Fieger) (Commission found probable cause to believe that a partner
who was Secretary/Treasurer of a law firm violated §§ 441b(a) and 441f) Commission
Certification dated August 26, 2009; sce also MUR 8765 (Crop Productior 3arviees, Ice.)
(Commission fiauzd veason © belicve tat a Vice Pmsident, three munagars, and two of their

1 The Commission has previously found violations of 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and 441 where employees’
contributions were later reimbursed through year-end company bonuses. See, ¢.g, MUR 5357 (Centex Corporation)
Commission Certification dated September 12, 2003 (Commission found reason to believe and later conciliated
violations in which the compeny and its CEO violated §§ 441b(a) and 441f where employees sent copies of
contribution checks to company officers, and their contributions were reimbursed in year-end bonuses).

3 Ses, 0.g., MUR 5643 (Caster’s, Inc) Commission Certifizezipn dated Janmery 25, 2008 (Caxmmission feund seassa
to believe as to aorporstion and earposate eiicer who mimbursed contzilitiony with corperate funds though the
conduits had repaid the relmburscments priar to the company filing & s sponte submission); MUR 5357 (Centex
Corporation) Commissian Certification dated Sgptember 12, 2003 (same).
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spouses violated § 441f as conduits, and conciliated with the Vice President and managers but
took no further action regarding the spouses).
Therefore, there is reason to believe that H. Richard Williamson violated 2 U.S.C.

§§ 441b(a) and 44114

4 On December 30, 2005, H. Richard Williamson also made a total of $613 in the form of two contributions of
$312.50 in contributions to Steele for Maryland, Inc. that were attributed to him as a partner of two SJPI affiliates -
Riverside Technology Park LLC and BWI Technology LLC. However, those contributions were miade with funds
from the respective partnerships and do not appear to have been reimbursed.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENT: Gerard Wit MUR: 6223

1. INTRODUCTION

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by Melanie Sloan, Ann Weismann, and
Citizens for Respansibility amd Ethics in Washington. See 2 U.S.C. § 337(g)(a)(1). The
available informaiion indicates that Gerard Wit penmittes his name to be used to make carporate
coatributioas in ths name of another md consanted ta the making of corparate contritutions.
Specifically, Gerard Wit received reimbursement (through his year end bonus) of the $10,000
contribution he made to the Maryland Republican State Central Committee (“MRSCC").

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“the Act”), prohibits
corporations from making contributions from their general treasury funds in connection with any
election of any candidate for federal office. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). 1t is also unlawful for any
officer or director uf any corporation to consent to any contrfbution by the corporation. Id.

The Adt also prokibits a person from mhking a oontribation in the nume of and®her
passon, zrd fram lesowingly posmitiing his sunss ta be wsed to efiiact mch a contribmtien.
2US.C. § 441f. The Commissien’s regulations specifically explain that attributing al.
contribution te¢ one person, when anather person is the actual source of the funds used for the
contribution, is an example of making a contribution in the name of another. See 11 C.F.R.

§ 110.4(b)(2)(ii).

Gerard Wit is a Senior Vice President of St. John Properties, Inc., (“SJPT") a privately-

held real estate development company based in Maryland. SJPI Response at 4. During the 2006
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election cycle, Edward St. John, president and principal owner of SJPI, recruited Gerard Wit and
other senior executives to make political contributions in support of Michael Steele’s campaign

for U.S. Senate. SJPI Response at 6-7. SJPI's Controller, Lori H. Rice, routinely monitored and
recorded the political contributions of SIPI’s senior executives and affiliated companies to avoid
exceeding state or federal contribution limits. Ms. Rice Affidavit ] 5.

In October 2006, Gerard Wit mede a $10,000 contribution to the MRSCC along with
other senior execattiwes in resporte ta M. St. John's retynnty. SJPI Respasst at 6-7. In
Felwzazy 2007, Mr. St. Jobn directed Ms. Rice, to inchate Gerard Wit's $10,000 congribution to
MRSCC, as a factor in calculating his year-end bonus. The total bonus was then “grassed up” to
account for appropriate state and federal income taxes. Gerard Wit repaid to SJPI the
reimbursements of his $10,000 MRSCC contribution in November 2007 during a pending
investigation by the Maryland State Prosecutor’s Office regarding contributions SJPI-affiliated
companies made to Maryland state and local candidates. SJPI's Response at 9-10.

Gerard Wit was reimbursed for his $10,000 contribution to MRSCC, and the available
informmtion suggests that he expected the reimbursemest.! While Gerard Wit and other senior
Vice Presidents contriutens were prior political contributors, nome had made a prior fedesal
contrilmtiom gremter than $2,000, with mast mnging beturasn $250 and $1,000. FuthMamore, tix
fact tkat the reimbussament was mads sevaxe] months after the contsibution dnes not undermine

! Gerard Wit and other senior Vice Presidents were also reimbursed with corporste funds for contributions they
made to a state and a local candidate. In a civil settlement with Mr. St. John that was publicized in s press release on
June 13, 2008, Maryland State Prosecutor’s specifically concludoed that the SJIPI senior Vice President contributors
fully expected reimbursement of their state campaign contributions.
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that the contribution was, in fict, reimbursed.? Finally, that the reimbursement was repaid to the
company by Gerard Wit does not negate the violation, particularly in this instance where the
repayment was influenced by an impending state investigation. Reversing the transaction is akin
to returning an illegal contribution; while it does constitute mitigating corrective action, it does
not erase the violation.> As a result of the reimbursements, SJP! became the true source of
Gsvard Wit’s MRSCC ountribution, 2md Gérard Wit knuwingly peemitted his name to be used to
effeot a eontribution in the same of anather, in violation of seation 441f of the Aw.

Based en his corporate position, Gemamnt Wit is a aonior officer of SIPI. Geoard Wit also
has a prior history of making political contributions. By accepting reimbursement from SJPI for
his $10,000 contribution, Gerard Wit consented to the making of a corporate contribution
through the reimbursement in violation of 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a). See MUR 5818 (Fieger)
(Commission found probable cause to believe that a partner who was Secretary/Treasurer of a
law firm violated §§ 441b(a) and 441f) Commission Certification dated August 26, 2009; see
also MUR 5765 (Crop Production Services, Inc.) (Commission found reason to believe that a
Vice President, three managers, and two of their spouses violated § 441f as conduits, and
comﬂidedwiththevmheddemﬂm-mbmmkmfynMuﬁmnpﬁuthe

spouses).

2 The Commission has previously found violations of 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and 441 where employees’
contributions were Iater reimbursed through year-end company bonuses. Ses, ¢.g, MUR 5357 (Centex Corporation)
Commission Certification dated September 12, 2003 (Commission found reason to believe and later conciliated
viglations in which the company and its CEO violated §§ 441b(s) and 4411 where employees sent copies of
contribution checks to company officers, and their contributions were reimbursed in year-end bonuses).

3 See, e.g., MUIR 5643 (Gaster’s, Inc) Commeission Certification dated January 23, 2005 (Commission found nsason
to haliews 2s to corporation and corpazse adficer who reimbrrsed contributions with corparate funds thqugh e
conduits had repaid the reimbursements prior %o the compgny filing a sua sponte submission); MUR 5357 (Cantex
Corponation) Commissien Certification dated September 12, 2003 (same).
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1 Therefore, there is reason to believe that Gerard Wit violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and
2 quft

4 On December 30, 2005, Gerard Wit also made a total of $613 in the form of two coutributions of $312.50 in

contributions to Steclo for Maryland, Inc. that were attributed to him a3 a partner of two SIPI affiliates - Riverside
Techmology Park LLC and BWI Technology LLC. However, those contributions were made with fimds from the
respoctive partnerships and do not appear to have been reimbursed.



